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I have added as an appendix the names of the witnesses with, next to each, the Miscellaneous Charters of the Cathedral of Durham where the copies of their evidence are contained. In order to understand the depositions one needs to realize that Hatfield's case was that he had been summoned 'to a place too far away considering the person of the aforesaid reverend father, the difficulties of the journey and the time of year, which was much more than a day's journey' [ad locum nimis remotum considerate persona reverendi patris, viarum discrimina et temporis qualitate, longa ultra unam dietam] . 3 After Martinmas, he claimed, the roads were far too muddy. One of his points was that York was further from the Tees than Canterbury is from Rochester 'which is commonly considered in England to be an ordinary day's journey' [que quidem 1 D(urham) C(athedral) M(uniments), Misc Ch 5527c, fols 9 v , 10 v . 2 The points pleaded in this part of Hatfield's case are in DCM, Loc XXVII 26(20) . 3 DCM, Loc XXVII 26 (18) .
distancia communiter reputatur in Anglia una dieta vulgaris].
4 Thus, according to his lawyers, the summons breached canon law. William Lyndwood, the almost contemporary English canonist, said that someone cited to appear must be given enough time and that what counted as enough must depend on the type of case, the distance, and the quality of the people concerned. 5 A day, he said, was to be considered a natural day and would vary according to the area. 6 Thus the case of Hatfield came to discuss whether the Bishop could or could not reach York in one day from the boundaries of his diocese of Durham.
The Durham archives have preserved the depositions of forty-four witnesses for both sides of the case, some remarkably detailed. Many gave their age and status and some explained where they were living now. All gave reasons for their answers. The questions they were asked included in all cases what they considered to be the shortest way from the boundaries of the diocese to York, how long that distance was and what the route was. They were also asked what they considered to be a day's journey, and some of them replied with opinions about whether the Bishop could do it in winter. The witnesses ranged from Master Hugo de Fletham to William Porter from Durham, a fishmonger, persons of very different experience and social status. Therefore their estimates of the length of journey possible and of the ways that it could be done varied greatly.
The question of what was considered a day's journey produced the most dissimilarity, revealing striking differences between persons with different occupations. Only Master Hugo de Fletham, who was a clerk and notary, showed clear consciousness of the difference between a day for legal purposes and an ordinary one. He put it that there was one sort of day ordinarily used and another which was legal, written in the law. [quod una (dieta) Measurements by daylight meant that winter and summer days were of very different lengths and witnesses would say that they were describing 'these parts', with their short winter day and very long day in summer. Dominus Walter Jakes, a mass priest from Durham City, and Dominus Thomas Cupper, another priest from Durham, both described travelling to York from Darlington about 2 February, probably in fact to give this evidence. They went via Neasham, which they reached 'at full day' or 'at sunrise' and got to their destination a little after vespers said in the monastery of York. They must therefore have started in the semi-dark. John Travers of Meles (Meaux?) talked of starting two or three miles before day. This usage merely confirms that most witnesses realized that a winter day was much shorter than a summer one and measured the day by the distance they reckoned to be able to travel. For most of the witnesses for the citizens, however, about thirty miles in a day in winter on horseback and between thirty-six and forty in summer was what a man could do. So said, for example Dominus Robert Aresom or Sireson, a chaplain and mass-priest from Wearmouth. It was in their interest, of course, to lengthen the day. Some claimed remarkably long days even in winter. Clearly much depended also on the fitness of the rider. It is of interest to see that as an alternative to itinero for 'travel' our text uses laboro, an accepted usage which seems to imply journey on business, though I have translated it 'travel' in most contexts. Galfridus de Thornton, a Some of the witnesses, however, recognized that bishops were not just ordinary travellers. Clearly a bishop might be expected to wish to hear mass on the day of travel. Witnesses were asked about fitting mass into their day and a very few said they did so. Thomas Bower, a forester from Weardale, said that 'some of the merchants with whom he had travelled (from 9 This clearly made a great difference to speed, so that Robert Sireson, for instance, thought that the Bishop could fit in mass with his household but not if he wanted to travel in one day with all his train. For this sort of reason some of the witnesses made an episcopal day much shorter than that for an ordinary commercial traveller. William Dobyn from Durham City, and Thomas de Wham, another chaplain from Durham, put the episcopal day in winter at twenty miles. William Boner, a chaplain from Kirklington in York diocese though now subject to the bishop of Durham, and Walter de Wynerthorp another chaplain, put it at twenty-four or even twenty miles, whereas Boner thought the more ordinary travellers might cover thirty. John Travers, a forester of Girsby, however, said he had served the Bishops of Durham Louis de Beaumont and Richard de Bury for a long time, and they regularly did thirty-two miles a day in winter. Bracton, calculating for merchants to come and go in one day and do business in between, had estimated twenty miles. The major obstacle to speedy travel out of the diocese of Durham southwards was the crossing of the Tees, which for much of its length in County Durham marked the boundary of the diocese, and most witnesses were questioned closely about the nearest crossing places for those who wished to get to York. There was general agreement that the usual crossing point was at Neasham, about four miles from Darlington, where indeed two fords can still be discerned. The advantage of this crossing was that it had a ford and a boat which could also take horses and clearly had a regular ferry. Richard Talbot said that the usual custom for those going from Durham to York was to spend the night either at Darlington or Neasham. He knew of other ways over the river but said that Neasham was 'the most common way for ordinary men' [majus commune passagium pro communibus hominibus]. The bishop had a manor at Darlington in any case.
11 William de Sockburn said that at Neasham there was 'usually a boat ready for horsemen and all' [navicula que est ibi communiter parata pro equitibus et omnibus]. This meant that even if the water was high one could usually cross.
There were other crossings, however. If one looks at the map one can see that at Sockburn the river does an enormous meander, thus taking the diocese of Durham nearer by about two miles to York than Neasham. According to some witnesses, two possible places could be used to cross there. Some of the witnesses talk of crossing at Sockburn, others talk of crossing near Smeaton mill. These almost certainly describe the same crossing viewed from either side of the river. 14 Caldehall and this wood and the fields of Dinsdale were all in the diocese of Durham. Those questioned about this attested that they knew that the area was in Sockburn parish either because the people of Girsby paid their tithes to Sockburn (William de Sockburn) or because they buried their dead in Sockburn cemetery (William de Munketon) .
This complicated set of jurisdictions also covered another way of crossing the river, but one which was clearly not well known in 1361. If one came via the Girsby fields, Middleham said there was a straight road to the river at Pountaysbrigg (Ponteesbridge). He said that this had been the crossing 'before the bridge was broken, which he thought had happened about six years before' [ubi solebant homines communiter transire antequam pons ille fuit confractus quod contigit hinc a sex annis elapsis ut recolit]. He usually crossed at Sockburn. Ponteesbridge is mentioned only by two other persons. Robert de Sireson said that one could go through the Girsby fields to this bridge where there was a common passage over the Tees with horses. Adam de Dunelm, who lived in York, said that the bridge was near the mill and that 'men could now cross it and had been able to do so for about six months' [unus pons vocatus Pontasbrigg per quem homines transire nunc possunt et potuerunt per totum dimidium anni proxime iam preteriti]. So little known was this that the scribe who copied it had first written Persbrigg (Piercebridge). Ponteesbrigg was a well-attested bridge across the river at Dinsdale which was probably Roman in origin and had a chapel and a hermitage. 15 It is marked on the six-inch Ordnance Survey map of 1899 as crossing the river at Dinsdale Park. 16 As we have seen most of the travellers did not use it, perhaps because they continued to think it was broken. There is no sign of a bridge there now but a track does lead down to where one may have been. A few travellers commented on the places to stop or stay on the journey from York to Durham, which clearly made a difference for the length of day's journey. Those coming south from Durham seem to have stayed the night at Darlington and certainly the bishop could do so at his own manor. Many people coming the other way did the same. If they could not get to Darlington in time in winter they stayed at Northallerton. Thomas de Wham from Durham said that there was no common hospice at Neasham so that people either went to Smeaton or Darlington in one day. John de Ravenston, going from Darlington to York in summer, 'stopped in three places to feed his horse' [moratus fuit in tribus locis pascendo equum suum]. He did not say where. 18 He had been appointed one of the judges-delegate in this case by the papal curia but had declined because he was too busy.
19 Very possibly he did not wish to be embroiled in what appears a very politically charged case. John Travers of Girsby had travelled with the Bishops who employed him, Louis de Beaumont (1317 × 33) 25 Several of the lesser clergy were chaplains living in Durham. Walter de Wynerthorp had given evidence of the incident in St Nicholas church, Durham which had sparked off the trouble. He had seen it all from the nave. 26 It would appear from the evidence concerning 'days' that there was an attempt to impugn his good faith; 'asked whether he was a criminal 'he did not wish to reply' [Interrogatus an sit criminosus dicit quod non vult respondere]. Since the whole case had begun with an episcopal visitation some criminal records may have surfaced. John de Baumburgh, a chaplain, can often be seen acting as either a trustee or as a conveyor of land in Durham City between 1356 and 1380. 27 In 1371 he acted for Robert Litster who was the leader of the parishioners involved in the case against Hatfield. 28 Before 1376, and again (or still) in the 1380s he was procurator of St Oswald's church, that is he acted as the agent for the priory in all the financial affairs of the parish. 29 Walter Jakes, with his brother John who was also a Durham chaplain, was yet another of these chaplains, who can be seen doing business in property with Baumburgh in 1356. 30 Walter also served as the chaplain of the country chapel of Croxdale, outside Durham but part of St Oswald's parish, between 1356 and 1359. 31 Thomas Cupper can also be seen acting as a trustee for property transactions in the city between 1364 and 1377. 32 He was paid by the priory for celebrating at St Margaret's chapel, a dependency of St Oswald's, in 1368-69. 33 William de Esshe had part of a tenement in Durham in 1382-83, which had previously been held first by John de Smethton, then by Walter Jakes and then by Walter's sister Agnes. These people must therefore have known each other, but then Durham was a very small city. 34 The Durham and York laity who gave evidence can also sometimes be traced elsewhere. John de Colchester was probably the man who in 1352 with his wife Joan granted a messuage in Elvet, Durham. 35 Roger de Normanton seems to have owned, with his wife, a tenement in the marketplace in Durham in 1362. 36 William Porter held a burgage in Alvertongate in 1352. 37 There is an Adam de Serjaunt, perhaps the father of the witness in 1361, who owned a place [placea] on the way out of Durham towards Kepier Hospital in 1319. 38 None of the several York butchers, all chosen, no doubt, because they often made the crossings concerned, can be traced as freemen of York, though there were several Doghtys and Dughtys in the lists. 39 John de Corbrigg or de Smethton, tanner (barker), however, may be the man who had been granted the freedom of York in 1349. 40 Our witness calls himself a citizen of York but it is intriguing to discover that there was a John de Smethton who in 1339 with his wife, owned two tenements in Crossgate, Durham, which later belonged to Walter Jakes. 41 Thomas de Strensall, though he does not say so, may have been a goldsmith of York.
42
The evidence presented here is unique for its time. What it tells about Ponteesbridge, for instance, is not found anywhere else. It is in any case very unusual to find such a diverse group discussing travel conditions in this way. What it also reveals is that, preposterous though in one sense it seems, the Bishop probably had a point when he said that travel for him was difficult in winter. One can read between some of the lines to see that although the distances stated could be done in winter they often might not be achieved and certainly not by anyone travelling in any style. It is not possible to think of the Bishop of Durham crossing the Tees quickly even over the ford at Neasham, and even in summer, which all agreed was easy enough, or striding out like a merchant with a packhorse.
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